
II. CONJUNCTION OF THE INTELLECT WITH MANa 

1. [155] Peace be upon you to a degree suited to your desire to acquire virtues. 
Since I believe that it would be impractical for us to meet at this time, I thought that 
I should not delay and send you this piece of knowledge whose demonstration I found 
and about which I have arranged the account as something written with an eye to 
natural philosophy according to what I know you understand. Its technical account 
is too long, and a clearer explanation [would require] both numerous syllogisms and 
stronger premises. Shortness of time and a constant preoccupation with my obligations 
have dissuaded me from proving it that way (if I have some free time to prove it in a 
technical manner, I shall send it to you); for I hurried to send it now wary of losing 
it given the size and peculiar nature that it is. 

2. I say that "one" is said in ways that have been concisely presented in both 
[Aristotle's] Metaphysics3 and al-Farabr's [156] book On Unity.4 I shall proceed from 
that to what is required for this discussion. "One" is said specifically, generically, and 
accidentally, and in summary of what is common in a given universal. The subject of 
this kind of one is many, for individual horses are one in species, and all of the indi
vidual plants are one in genus. 

3. "One" is also said numerically, and it is that to which I shall proceed here. 
The continuous thing is said to be one as long as it is something continuous, but 
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when it is divided, then it becomes many. ["One"] is said of what coalesces when it 
resembles what is continuous, and is said of what is concentrated when it resembles 
what coalesces, and is also said of what is connected when it resembles what is con
centrated. ["One"] is said of the combined sum that is numbered according to some 
defined aim, as it is said that Tabarr's History5 is a single composition and that this 
[present] work is one. Also the mixed sum is said to be one, as it is said concerning 
oxymel, that is, what is composed of vinegar and honey. (Now it is often erroneously 
believed that this kind [of one, namely, being one numerically], is included in the 
kinds that were previously enumerated; however, when the issue is carefully consid
ered, it becomes apparent that it is different.) 

4. Likewise, incorporeal6 forms are said to be one, like a form of a certain 
imagined city where one with respect to incorporeal forms is like one with respect to 
material forms. Similarly, being one is said with respect to the object of intellect when 
it is indicated by a single term and is an intelligible object of some one existing thing. 
Also, it is said that [the intelligible object] is one when it is an intelligible object of 
one thing, even if it is indicated by a composite expression such as the definition, the 
description, and what is like these. "One" is often said of the intelligible object when 
a singular expression indicates it as well as by a composite expression [consisting of] 
a qualification, for example, "the white human" or "the writing geometrician." This, 
however, is not one, because when it is applied to the example, "the writing geometri
cian is a given human," there is not one proposition but two. [157] Aristotle has 
already presented all of this concisely in On Interpretation'? When a single intelligible 
object is defined, it is broken up into its [intelligible] parts, and whatever is entailed 
in the initial parts is entailed in the subsequent multiple parts, but one must terminate 
at parts that are not defined. At that time they are something simple in every way. 
These are the kinds [of unity] presented concisely elsewhere. 

5. When what is numerically one is a body or of a body (like white, for instance), 
it is said to belong to an individual. What is numerically one and abstracted from 
matter, however, is not an individual but is analogous to it in the case where the 
individual undergoes change. Let us assume an individual man (for the investigation 
of the present treatise concerns what is specific to the human). He existed as a fetus 
when he was in the womb, and then exists as an infant immediately after his birth. 
He next exists as an adolescent, then a young man, a middle-aged man, and finally 
an old man. Also he may be educated or ignorant, literate or illiterate, yet he is numeri
cally one, not passing away in that respect. Now when he is sensibly observed in one 
of these states, and then later observed in another much later state, it is not known 

5 The History of Muhammad ibn Jarlr a~-Tabarl (ca. 838-923 C.E.) is a universal history ostensibly extend

ing from creation to 915 C.E. It is said that a~-Tabarllimited his history to a mere thirty volumes for the 
sake of his students. 

6 Rii[uiniya, lit. "spiritual" or "psychic." 

7 On Interpretations 2. 

whether he is the former one or not (for instance, observing him as an infant and then 
as a young man). Thus, sensory perception does not reach that by which the human 
is one, but only some other faculty reaches it. In like manner, if you cut off a person's 
hands or pluck his eyes out, or in general, if you remove all of the limbs that he does 
not require for life, he is still said to be one and the same. Again, the teeth of the 
small child fallout, and then he has different, permanent teeth, but he is one and the 
same. Similarly, if it were possible for one to have two legs and hands that replaced 
two damaged legs and hands, that one would be the same. In this case it is like the 
carpenter who has lost an adz or ruler and then takes up another one; the carpenter 
with the first tool is no different than the carpenter with the tool that replaced it. 
Likewise, were it possible that he conversely had additional limbs, he would still be 
one and the same. 

6. So it is obvious from this discussion that as long as the initial mover remains 
one and the same, that one existing is [158] one and the same, whether he has lost 
his bodily instruments or some part (such as the toothless old man), or acquires a part 
(like the [child] who grows teeth). Since some of those who investigated natural science 
stopped at this, that led them to the doctrine of transmigration,8 but it has already 
been made clear elsewhere that the doctrine of transmigration is impossibly absurd;9 
however, its proponents wanted certain things and were at a standstill without it, and 
so they took the initial mover in the human as an undifferentiated whole, making 
numerically one what was not one. 

7. The initial mover in humans is something proper that brings about motion 
by means of two kinds of instruments. The first is corporeal and the second is incor
poreal, where some of the corporeal [instruments] are voluntary and others are invol
untary. [In the case of voluntary instruments], they are like the hand, leg, and lung, 
which [voluntarily] play the flute. The involuntary instruments that have specific 
extremities are called "organs," like sinew, whereas those that are fluid, like bile, do 
not have a name from the perspective that they are instruments. Taken as a whole 
[the instruments] are called "body," and those that are involuntary are prior to the 
voluntary. Also, it is said about the hand that it is the instrument of instruments. 

8. Some of these involuntary instruments are prior and others posterior, such 
as sinew, which is prior to muscle, and the innate heat, which is prior to all of them. 
In reality and priority the innate heat is the instrument of instruments; for certain 
instruments that are not being used, such as the flute or staff, might beckon the hand, 
whereas the innate heat cannot deviate from its work, being an involuntary tool not 
a voluntary one. Each part existing in the body, whether an organ or fluid, is related 

8 Ibn Bajja appears to understand taniisukh not in its proper sense of transmigration but in the sense of 

pan psych ism, that is, the position that there is but a single soul for all humans. 

9 In the chapter on sense perception ofIbn Bajja's Kitiib an-Nqfs, he said that in the section on the rational 

faculty he would explain the absurdity of assuming that an individual human soul pre-exists the body, which 
seems close to the traditional view of transmigration. Unfortunately, not all of the section on the rational 
faculty is extant and there is no discussion of the absurdity in the part that is extant. 



to the innate heat, which even exists at the extremity of the body. You can determine 
this from Aristotle's book On the Usefolness of the Organs of the Body in the later trea
tises of the Book of Animals.l0 Innate heat is found in everything possessing blood as 
well as in bloodless animals, such as insectsb and what is analogous. The innate heat 
is called "innate vital spirit," on account of being an instrument of the motive faculty, 
being [the innate vital spirit's] form and initial mover, whereas "spirit" is said of the 
soul and according to what we have described. There is something analogous in plants, 
except that the similarity is far removed from [159] the innate vital spirit that is sum
marized in the De anima. ll My goal in the present treatise is only what is specific to 
humans. 

9. For a while a certain state might belong to humans by which they are similar 
to plants, namely, during the time that they are in the womb; for there is an initial 
formation, and then when their formation is perfected, they take nourishment and 
grow. These are activities that belong to plants from the beginning of their existence, 
and they have no others from the beginning of their existence and so onC during [their] 
development. Innate heat might produce these actions. At the moment when the fetus 
departs from its mother's belly and uses its senses, it is like the animal lacking reason, 
which moves about and desires. That is due to the presence of an incorporeal form 
that is imprinted on the common sense and then on the imagery faculty, where the 
imagined form is what initially moves him. So at that time there are three movers in 
the human as if at a single rank: the appetitive-nutritive faculty, the faculty for observ
able growth, and the imagery faculty. All of these faculties are active faculties, that is 
to say, they are actual with no privation in them. This is the difference between the 
active and passive faculties; for there is privation in what is acted on, because the 
incorporeal, perceptible form is the first of the incorporeal ranks, and (as was explained 
in the Governance of the Solitary), because perception is [a passive faculty], and the 
body in which there are those other forms <neither>d perceives by means of them nor 
perceives them, the [capacity to] recognize, therefore, is not at all associated with 
plants, whereas it is so associated with animals.l2 

10. Every animal is something that senses, and sensation is an incorporeal form 
by which the animal perceives that body, and so the animal is never devoid of the 
capacity to recognize. So when the human is in the womb and resembles plants, he 
is said to be an animal merely potentially. That is to say, his innate vital spirit is 
receptive to the incorporeal form and so will be an animal by that reception, whereas 
[160] the innate vital spirit in the plant cannot have that in it. The cause of why this 

10 Although On tbe Usefulness of tbe Parts of tbe Body is the title of one of Galen's works, the reference appears 

to be to Aristotle's Parts of Animals II I and 4. 

II Perhaps a reference to De anima II 4, 4I6b28-29. 

12 Ibn Bajja's point is that plants do not perceive because they lack the passive faculty to be acted upon 
by perceptible forms, even though those perceptible forms exist in them, whereas animals have the required 
passive faculty to be affected by perceptible forms. 

innate vital spirit is receptive of the form, whereas that one is not receptive to it, is 
the elemental mixtures. (There is another account about this that is often concisely 
presented as part of natural science, but presenting it concisely in a sufficient way 
would merit a separate discussion).l3 

11. The individual may be a potential or actual animal. So let us approach it 
with respect to its condition by which it is an actual animal but a potential human, 
namely, when it is still a nursing infant and the faculty of discursive thought has not 
come to it (the treatise The Governance of the Solitary has sections treating the condi
tions of the human); for it is precisely by the faculty of discursive thought that there 
is at that time a human. The faculty of discursive thought is present only when intel
ligible objects are present, and so by the presence of intelligible objects there comes 
to be a desire that moves one to discursive thought and whatever results from it. It is 
by the latter, not the former, that there is the individual [human] .14 It has been 
explained elsewhere15 that the intelligible objects are not forms of the innate vital 
spirit; for they are not forms of bodies, and they cannot be that [namely, forms of the 
innate vital spirit] unless they are material. For example, the stone is in matter only 
when it is an individual stone. The intelligible object, however, is not at all a form 
belonging to matter, nor is it an incorporeal form belonging to a body in such a way 
that the existence of that body is through [that form] like images; rather, it is a form 
whose matter is the incorporeal, intermediary form in the imagery. (What is proper 
to these incorporeal intermediary forms has been concisely presented in The Gover
nance of the Solitary, namely, what kind of existence they have.) So it is not something 
connected with body, but moves the body only by means of incorporeal forms, which 
are its instrument (this has been summarized in the Epistle of Farewell). Thus, the 
initial human mover is the actual intellect, that is, the actual intelligible object; for 
the actual intellect is the actual intelligible, just as someone else has explained in his 
writings and I have concisely presented in [my] De anima concerning the rational 
faculty (for I had completed the discussion in most of that work). When [161] it is 
complete, I shall not delay sending it to you, 0 illustrious vizier, given what I know 
of your desire for this kind of virtue and your natural receptivity to it, but now I must 
not delay what I am writing specifically for you on these sciences. It is the most sublime 
of the sciences in worth, the most desired of them, and the most noble of them to be 
acquired, because all other sciences exist for the sake of this science, which has been 

13 See Ibn Bajja's Kitiib an-Nafs, ch. III, "Discourse on the Faculties of Sense Perception." 

14 That is, it is by the possession of the intelligible object in the faculty of discursive reason, not just by 
having the faculty of or potentiality for discursive reason ("faculty" and "potentiality" both translate qiiwa 
fikrrya), that one is a human. 

15 The reference appears to be to part three of Fakhty, ed., The Govemanu of tbe Solitary, "The doctrine of 
the incorporeal forms, (qawlfi ~-~uwar ar-rUhanrya), 37-95, esp. 49-95. 



concisely presented in several places. Upon my life, however, you have surpassed your 
fellow kinsmen, since you were patient and long-suffering in its great toil until you 
reached the point where you understand what is said about it at first glance and are 
able to see it to completion properly. That over which you have toiled with long
suffering is that from which the students of this science flee, limiting themselves to 

what is beneath it. 
12. In an absolute sense, the actual intellect is the human's initial mover. 

Clearly, the actual intellect is an active faculty-and not only the intellect alone, but 
also all of the motive forms are active faculties. (The difference between active and 
passive faculties has been concisely presented in the Epistle o/Farewell and other places, 
as well as a sufficient amount of previous oral communication about it.) 

13. So the intellect is an active faculty, and the "rational faculty" refers primarily 
to the incorporeal form, on account of its receiving the intellect and being said of the 
actual intellect. It is [the rational faculty] that al-Farabi means by his doubt whether 
it is something existing in the infant, which moisture changes, or whether it comes 
to be through something else. 

14. If this intellect is numerically one in every human, then clearly, from what 
has been concisely presented before, people who exist (both those who have passed 
away and those who remain) are numerically one, but this is deplorable and perhaps 
absurd. If people who exist (both those who have passed away and those who remain) 
are not numerically one, then this intellect is not one. In sum, if this intellect is 
numerically one, then all the individuals who have the equivalent of this intellect 
are numerically one. It is as if you were to take a magnet and roll it around in wax, 
and then it moved that piece of iron or some other piece of iron, and then you rolled 
it around in pitch, and then it moved the piece of iron the same way, and then you 
rolled it around in some other bodies, then all of those moving bodies would be 
numerically one, [162] just like the case of the captain of a ship. The former case is 
like the latter case except that with respect to bodies one of them cannot be in [several] 
individual bodies like there can be with respect to intelligibles. This is what the advo
cates of transmigration believed, except they stopped short of it. 

15. Clearly, this intellect, which is one, is a reward and blessing of God bestowed 
upon whomever of His servants with Whom He is well pleased. Thus, [this intellect] 
is not the one who is rewarded and punished; rather, it is the reward and blessing 
bestowed upon the whole of the soul's faculties. Now reward and punishment belong 
only to the appetitive soul, which is sinning or doing right. So whoever obeys God 
and does what pleases Him will be rewarded with this intellect, and He will make 
before him a light by which he will be guided. Whoever disobeys Him and does what 
displeases Him will remain shrouded in the shadows of ignorance until [his soul] 
separates from the body, being concealed from him and remaining in His displeasure. 
The latter are the classes of those who do not apprehend by discursive reasoning, and 
therefore God completes their knowledge through Religious Law. To whomever He 
gives this intellect, then, when he separates from the body, he remains a light of lights 
that extols and glorifies God together with the prophets and companions as well as 
the martyrs and the pious souls, and he is judged an intimate friend by those. 

16. As for investigating the actual intelligibles, [one must first ask] whether every 
one of them is numerically one or not. If not, then whether one of them is more than 
numerically one. If not, then we have already addressed that on a different occasion, 
which has been concisely presented in [my] De anima. 16 When what I have to 
say about that is completed, I will send it to you, but I thought it right that 
I should address that here to the extent that what preceded I know will be a reminder 
for you. 

17. Whenever we posit that every intelligible is numerically one, there necessar
ily follows an opinion akin to that of those who adhere to transmigration, where 
having a superior nature does not benefit one, and following the life of nature is greater 
than much beneficial knowledge. As for the kind of [knowledge], it will belong to 
every human as part of the natural course, and thus teaching will not provide quali
tatively [different knowledge], but only quantitatively [more knowledge]. In addition 
to which, there will be all the other repugnant things that follow upon this assump
tion. If we do not [163] assume that [each intelligible] is one, then that assumption 
also entails absurdities that are no worse than the former. Among other things, the 
intelligible that you and I possess will have an intelligible, and likewise you and I will 
possess that intelligible and so it will have another intelligible, and so on infinitely, 
but an infinite in this respect does not exist. 

18. Since each one of the extremes of this disputation has been given its proper 
due, it becomes clear that the intelligibles of existing things (that is, the categories and 
their species) are a composite of something that remains and something transient that 
passes away. In other words, you initially receive [the intelligibles] insofar as they are 
perceptions of their subjects, and an intelligible results from them that became related 
to those subjects as subsisting through that relation. Thus we say concerning a horse 
that it is an intelligible of a certain thing, whereas we say that the monoped 17 and 
ogre are in no way intelligibles of a certain thing. So, insofar as they have this relation 
to their subjects, from which they come to be and by which they belong to the mind, 
they must be related to certain subjects, but those subjects may be different from the 
subjects from which they are present in the mind of Zayd. For example, the universal 
concept (ma'nd kullt) indicated by "horse" is an intelligible concept, as explained in 
numerous places, and it comes to be an intelligible only from individuals that may be 
different from the individuals from which "steed" comes to be an intelligible for Zayd, 
and moreover different from the individuals from which it comes to be an intelligible 
for you. Thus, we do not have an intelligible of elephant and giraffe, when we have 
not experienced them; for the concept indicated by these expressions is not an intelli
gible possessed by whomever has never experienced one of their instances, except by 

16 The reference appears to be to a non-extant section on the rational faculty in Ibn Bajja's Kitiib 
an-Nafs. 

17 Nasniis, lit. a mythological species of humanlike creatures having one arm and one leg, who live in 
woods. 



way of simile, but as for the intelligible concept itself, no. As for myself, since I have 
experienced them, I possess an intelligible of them; however, it is tied to the individual 
that I have experienced. This is clear in itself, and to extend it is superfluous to the 

discussion. 
19. The intelligible, insofar as it has this relation, passes away with the passing 

away of that to which it is related, as was explained in the Categories; 18 for twO related 
things exist together simultaneously either potentially or actually. T~at becomes cle~r 
[164] when the two are examined carefully; for whoever has a son IS a father, but If 
the son dies, then he had been a father but is not now a father. The individuals to 

which the intelligible in some particular human are linked might be destroyed, but 
their incorporeal forms remain, in which case he is related to those incorp~real forms 
and so intellects only though them and about them. If we assume these Incorporeal 
forms are destroyed together with the human's existence (and that by annihilation), 
there will be no conjunction with the intelligible for that annihilated person; for the 
conjunction of the person with the intelligible is only together with th~ inc~rporeal 
form, and that incorporeal form results from the senses, as has been explaIned In other 
places. Because of that the intelligibles are present during sleep, and the dre~mer is 
aware of them and so judges that the form of the wild beast that he sees dunng the 

dream is a wild beast. 
20. The masses, all of them, know the universals only in this way, because it is 

the initial way. The same holds for the theorist; for those who try to philosophize 
either do so about practical matters, and so know the working of these matters in this 
way, just like carpentry and medicine, or they do so a~out theor~tical. ~atters. If the 
[theoretical matters] are mathematical, then they are Imperfect InteilIglbles, because 
they do not exist in the way in which the [theorists] conceptualize them, since their 
images and intelligible objects are virtually fictional inventions, because part of that 
through which they exist is unknown. In general, [ma~hema:icians] ~.ow.a part by 
means of the sensible objects that they substitute for thelf partIcular eXIstIng Instances, 
as in geometry. In sum, what mathematics employs is that which is before the eye. 
The same is true for the natural philosopher; for his condition with respect to the 
intelligibles is the same as the condition of the masses, since their conjunction with 
the intelligibles is by one and the same means and on the basis of one and t~e .same 
practice. [Natural philosophers] are superior only to the extent of the supenonty of 
the conceptualization. Even when the natural philosopher knows the soul: he also 
conjoins with intelligibles that he acquires from psycholo~ by means of thIng~ that 
substitute for the particular existing instances similar to his state when there IS the 
forming of images by the imagery faculty and common sense; for at that r.n0me.nt he 
has present an incorporeal form of a given individual, and thereupon he Investigates 
it from the perspective of the way it exists [namely, that it is incorporeal], not from 
the perspective that it is something perceived from a given material thing. So when 

18 See Aristotle. Categories 7. 7b Iff. 

[the natural philosophers] perceive its intelligible, they do so only by virtue of those 
forms as they are corruptible. So if it were possible for these [forms] to be annihilated, 
then, [165] as a result of their no longer being conceptualized, their intelligible would 
cease. That is to say, the material is connected with the intelligible only by means of 
the incorporeal forms. This again is the initial and natural way and is common to 

both [the natural philosophers] and the masses. 
21. The various sorts of theorists will differ from [the masses] only by investigat

ing these existents; for the masses and their like are aware of the incorporeal forms 
only on account of the perceptions of the subjects as they are sensible bodies, not 
insofar as they have this existence [namely, that they are incorporeal]. So whoever is 
aware of this existence and investigates the intelligibles resulting from those things 
existing in this way comes to have this rank. He is separated from the masses as a 
whole by a mode of existence of which the masses are unaware and nature does not 
provide. Still, he does have something in common with the masses in a relative way; 
for his conjunction with the intelligibles of these existing things is like the masses' 
conjunction with the intelligibles of material things, because the relation of this one 
to the incorporeal forms is the [same] relation as that one to the corporeal forms. 

22. The natural philosopher, again, progresses further and so investigates intel
ligibles not as intelligibles, which are termed "material" and "corporeal," but as one 
of the things existing in the world. So I propose that there is present among [the 
things existing in the world] a certain intelligible whose relation to the intelligible 
subject is the relation of that intelligible to its particular instance, such that that species 
of intelligibles is a mean in the relation, and so only by that third intelligible in rank 
does the human conjoin with and see the first intelligible. 

23. So the human initially has the incorporeal form according to its ranking, 
and then by means of it he conjoins with the intelligible, and thereupon by means of 
this intelligible he conjoins with that other intellect. Hence, the progression from the 
incorporeal form is like ascending, and, if the case can exist contrarily, it is like 
descending. So that conjunction with the intelligibles according to the physical per
spective is like the intermediate position in the ascent, and because it is in the inter
medial position between the two extremes we [166] therefore find that [humans] 
simultaneously have two conditions: they are material and their intellect is a material 
intellect. By means of that [that is, the materiality] their intellects are many, and so 
it is assumed that the intellect is many. That is to say, the related thing is related to 
what is itself a related thing. Since the intelligible concept they possess is a related 
thing, and the particular instances of its relation are many, the relation of the intelli
gible "human" to the particular instances of human in the mind of ]arlrl9 is different 
from the relation of the intelligible "human" to its particular instances in the mind 
ofImru' al-Qays.20 Through this relation "human" is an intelligible belonging to both 

19 Jarir ibn 'A~iya ibn al-Kha~afa ibn Badr. post-Islamic poet. fl. 680. 

20 Probably Imru' al-Qays ibn f::!udr. pre-Islamic poet. fl. 550. 



UarIr and Imru' al-Qays] and to all of the masses. These relations are infinitely many, 
and hence the intellects are many from one perspective but one from another. Thus, 
the majority cannot be in this mode [of existence] but fall into following that which 
is contained in the previously mentioned problematic account. 

24. The intellect, whose intelligible is itself, does not have an incorporeal form 
that serves as its subject, and so the intellect understands of itself whatever it under
stands of the intelligible. Moreover, it is one without being many, since it already is 
devoid of the relation by which the form is related to the matter. Contemplating this 
aspect is the Afterlife, namely, the ultimate uniquely human happiness, and at that 
moment that person having the experience experiences the sublime. Since the con
templation of something and its being intellected are only in that the one contemplat
ing comes to have the concept (ma'nti) of the thing while he is abstracting it from its 
matter, and [since] the concept that we intend to intellect is a concept and it has no 
concept, [the following things must be true about this intellect]. (1) This intellect's 
act is its substance. (2) There can be neither decay nor corruption in it. (3) What 
moves it is itself what is moved. (4) As Alexander of Aphrodisias says in his book On 
the Incorporeal Forms, it is self-referring. (5) It is numerically one. (6) The first mover 
is an exemplar,e and whoever is like it is numerically one but many by means of the 
instruments, whether incorporeal or corporeal. (This has been outlined in the Epistle 
of Farewell.) So if it were possible for someone to reach the rank, being able to return 
and descend, that would [involve both] being moved and causing [itself] to be moved; 
however, that is not possible.21 Thus some of the Sufi masters say, [167] "Had they 
arrived, they would not return." In the opinion of Aristotle and those following him, 
however, there can be the state similar to descent and return. Examples of the meaning 
that these names indicate are the intellect at those intermediate ranks, namely, insofar 
as it has the states of ascent. 

25. So it has become clear from what I have said that there are three stages: one 
of them is the rank of the masses, namely, the physical rank. The intelligible that the 
masses have is something linked merely with material forms, without knowing [the 
intelligible] except by, as a result of, as part of, and belonging to [those material forms]. 
Included in this is all of the practical skills. The second is theoretical knowledge, which 
is the apex of natural philosophy. However, the masses consider the subjects first, and 
the intelligible second and for the sake of the subjects, whereas the theoretical natural 
philosophers consider the intelligible first, and the subjects second and for the sake 
of <the intelligible as similar>/ Thus [the theoretical natural philosophers] consider 
the intelligible first; however, [they also consider] the material forms together with the 
intelligible. Because of that [namely, the material forms], all logical propositions used 
in the sciences include a subject and predicate to which one can point, whereas because 

21 Stated slightly differently, since "being moved" is an effect, and" causing to be moved" is a cause, one 

and the same thing would be both the cause and effect of itself. which is absurd. 

of that [other] one [namely, what is intelligible], the logical propositions are universal. 
For it is already clear in "Every human is an animal," that there is a third [element] 
that Arabs omit in explaining the meaning of this statement, just as they omit the 
conjunctive particle ["then"]; for "Every human is an animal" indicates the same thing 
as, "Whatever is a human, then it is an animal," as well as, "Anything described as 
'human,' then that thing is described as 'animal.''' Instances of this expression are 
either synonymous, or they indicate consequential aspects that mutually entail one 
another. Obviously the preceding is different from "Human is a species or intelligible," 
which has been outlined in several places. So the one holding this theoretical rank 
sees the intelligible but through an intermediary, just as the Sun appears in the water; 
for the thing visible in the water is its reflection, not it itself. The masses see a reflec
tion of its reflection, just like the reflection of the Sun crossing over the water while 
it is reflected into a mirror, where one sees in the mirror that which does not belong 
to an individual. The third is the rank of the happy who see the thing in itself 

26. [168] Consider now (God give you strength!) and affirm what I say, spend
ing time verifYing it until you see it more distinctly than the face of the summer Sun 
at noontime, because it is the most similar thing to sunlight. So just as when we do 
not have light, we find ourselves visually blind, and the blindness is a certain evil 
(where the difference between trying to see in light and in darkness is self-evident), it 
is the same for the ignorant person and whoever does not know something. "To know 
something" means that the one who knows has the predicate of [the thing] as his 
intelligible. Judging that that intelligible applies to certain individual instances at one 
time and not another is like trying [to see]; and the faculty in which the intelligible 
is impressed is like the eye; and the intellect is like seeing (that is, the form impressed 
during seeing). Just as that form is by means of light-for light makes it actual and 
by it [the form] is impressed in sensation-it is the same for the actual intellect. That 
intellect, which does not have an individual instance, comes to be a certain thing when 
it is impressed into the faculty. Also, just as this form causing sight is what leads one 
on his way, not the separate light, this actual intellect is what leads one on his way 
and guides. In fact, if the form causing sight were impressed on the eye during dark
ness, [the eye] would not require light; however, that is not possible, since its subsis
tence and existence is through the light. The same holds for the state concerning the 
actual intellect and the Active Intellect. The relation between the two is identical: 
what the light is with respect to the sensible form, so also [the Active Intellect] (which 
is a light in a certain way by analogy) is with respect to the intelligibles. 

27. So the state of the masses with respect to the intelligibles is like the states 
of those who see in a cave where the Sun does not shine on them, and so they see it, 
but they see all the colors in shadows. So whoever is in the cave's depths sees in a state 
equivalent to darkness, whereas whoever is at the cave's mouth sees the colors in the 
shadows. All of the masses see existing things merely in a state equivalent to the 
shadows. Since they see a portion of that light, then just as it seems to the inhabitants 
of the cave that the light does not exist separated from colors, so likewise it will seem 
to the masses, not being aware of that intellect, that it does not exist. The theorists 



step outside of the cave and so see light separated from colors and see all the colors 
according to their true nature. There is no [169] equivalent in [the example of] seeing 
for the happy, since they themselves become the thing. So, if sight were to alter and 
so become light, then at that moment, it would arrive at the stage of happiness. The 
allegory of the state of happiness with the state of whoever views the Sun itself is not 
comparable to the state of the masses; rather, the allegory of the state of the masses is 
more comparable and well-connected to this [aspect of reality]. Since Plato posits 
[separate] Forms, his allegory of the state of happiness with the state of viewing the 
Sun is comparable with the state of the masses, and so his allegory is comparable [in 
all of its] elements. 

28. Here one must know that the Form that Plato posits, but Aristotle rejects, 
is as follows. They are Ideas (ma'an) separate from matter that the mind apprehends, 
just as the senses apprehend the forms of perceptible objects, to the extent that the 
mind is like the faculty of sensation for the forms or the faculty of reason for the 
objects of imagination. From that it follows that the intelligible Ideas of those forms 
are simpler than those forms. So there are three things: (1) the sensible ideas, (2) the 
forms, and (3) the Ideas of the forms. The refutations leveled against the Forms 
concern only the following aspect, namely, Plato designated them by the name of the 
thing and defined them by [the thing's] definition. We say concerning the incorporeal 
form of man, [or fire], for instance, that they are a form of man or a form of fire, but 
we do not say that they are a realm. Likewise, we say of our intelligible that whatever 
it is in is fire, but we do not say about the intelligible that it is fire; if it were fire, then 
it would burn. Socrates says about the Form that he posits that it is the Good and it 
is the Beautiful and that the human isg the Idea of Human. [Consequently], the 
absurdities that Aristotle mentioned in his Metaphysics22 do follow [from Plato's 
account of Form]. All of those aporiai fall away from the present view. Thus, that 
which we have advocated-when taken freed of the aforementioned relation-is a 
single thing remaining, neither passing away nor corrupting. 

29. So suppose that that rank belongs to a certain individual-let it be Aristo
tle-and so Aristotle [170], for instance, is that intellect that was described before, 
two ranks being below him. So the masses will seeh the forms by means of that [intel
lect], but they will see it as they see light reflected from surfaces possessing colors. So 
they are guided by it in a way, just as others in the shadows are guided by the Sun. 
So they are not Aristotle, but Aristotle had been in a state similar to theirs, and they 
have one or another of Aristotle's [previous] states. The second rank (that is, the vision 
of the natural philosophers when they achieve the definition)23 sees this intellect, but 
as something joined to some other thing by which they see it, just as the disc of the 

22 For example, Aristotle, Metaphysics Z (VII) 14. 

23 Ibn Bajja's point is that when the natural philosophers arrive at the definition of a thing, they no longer 
are considering merely particular material things, like those in the first rank; rather, they have reached 
something universal, albeit a universal that is linked with particular material things. 

Sun is seen in the mirror and in the middle of the water. So they have advanced 
further, and yet they still see [this intellect] with the third rank [that is, as something 
associated with matter]. 

30. Those, such as Aristotle and the rest of the happy, are numerically one, and 
there is no distinction between them in any way, except for the difference that I shall 
use as an example. It as if Rabi'a ibn Mukarram24 were to approach us, wearing a 
breastplate and an iron helmet and gripping a spear and sword, and we saw him in 
this attire, and then, after he is hidden from our sight, he approaches [again], but 
wearing a coat of mail and a plumed headpiece and using a javelin and mace, and 
then [we] instinctively assume that he is someone other than Rabi'a ibn Mukarram. 
[This is because] the members of the spiritual body are analogous to the organs of the 
animal's body. Since they are involuntary, they are one and the same for one and the 
same thing. Now the incorporeal form in the body serves the members only at first. 
The incorporeal forms cannot be one and the same; for we have already explained 
that this is absurd: it is the doctrine of the transmigrationists. This intellect serves 
them in a number of ways, the most obvious being by means of the intermediary 
incorporeal form (the account of which has been concisely presented in The Gover
nance of the Solitary). 

31. So whoever puts his body aheadi of the incorporeal form (howsoever their 
various kinds were concisely presented in The Governance of the Solitary), he and his 
body will pass away and corrupt. In that case he is like an unpolished surface in which 
light is obscured only being scattered. In the case of whomever comes to be in the 
second intermediary rank, he is more like the polished surface, such as the mirror's 
surface [171], which is itself seen and by which other things are seen as well. He is 
nearer to being purified than those first while still being in a state of passing away. In 
the case of whoever belongs to the third rank, he is more like the Sun itself, but in 
fact he does not resemble material bodies in any way. [That] is because whoever is 
in the former two ranks has only a material semblance and is material in a certain 
way, whereas this one is not material in any way. So it is fitting that there does not 
exist any material things whose relation to him is similar to the relation of the material 
things in the former two ranks. Only this one is one in every respect and neither passes 
away nor corrupts. 

32. By this alone the temporally prior and posterior are numerically one. As for 
all of the ways [of being numerically one] that preceded on first sight25-should they 
be possible-the prior would be different from the posterior. So, for instance, Hermes 
and Aristotle are not one, but rather they are close together. This is self-evident, which 
when reflected upon becomes easier. So as a result of this account it has become clear 
in what way it is said that the posterior and prior are numerically one, and that that 

24 We have not been able to identity this individual. It is possible that he is wholly a fictional character 

used for the sake of example. 

2S This seems to be a reference to the sense of "numerically one" enumerated at pars. 3-5, pp. 269-71. 



manner is more perfect in unity than all the commonly accepted kinds of unity that 
are immediately sought. The skepticism to which those doctrines gave rise vanished, 
and that was our intention in this account. 

33. A part of the state that belongs to the faculties of the soul possessing this 
rank is what belongs to the imagery [faculty], that is to say, something analogous to 
this intellect comes to be in it, where [that analogous thing] is a light that when mixed 
with something, what is seen either cannot be articulated in any way or it is difficult 
to articulate. Owing to the appetitive soul, one comes to have a state resembling awe, 
which in a certain way resembles the state that appears when sensing something great 
and frightful. That state is called "wonder." (The Sufis have exaggerated in describing 
this state, and that is [because] this state appears to them owing to the objects of 
imagination that they find in their souls according to what they believe, regardless of 
whether they are true or false; for that unfortunately befalls the appetitive [soul] 
because it is conjoined only with the estimative soul, whereas truth and falsity are due 
to another appetitive part, namely, the rationally desiring part.) [172] Moreover, there 
appears to the one at this rank a state resembling immense joy; since something mag
nificent overcomes him, he is overcome by contempt for any thing below it. This 
faculty specifically but also the imagery faculty both preserve their states, whereas the 
amazement passes from the other appetitive [part], namely, the animal-like one, which 
returns to something close to its state among the masses. 

34. The length of the discussion and the shortness of time have diverted me 
from establishing the existence of this and how the many doctrines about this ought 
to be concerning happiness. In the future (God willing), I shall establish it with a clear 
explanation and will send it to you. My desire, if you please, is that you read what I 
have written on it. If any problem about it presents itself to you, send j it to me, and 
I shall respond. May God give you this rank and at that moment deliver to you what 
I have promised and whatever things that will establish your vision in order that 
through them (God willing) you will be happy. May you be in most complete peace 
and continue in a most prevailing good health through God's power. 

[Postscript] 

35. May God strengthen you. This doctrine was established during a disjointed 
period of time, sometimes coming to me and sometimes leaving. After having read it, 
I observed that it falls short of explaining what I had wanted it to explain; for the idea 
I had in mind was a demonstration that this account does not provide except after 
difficulty and much disagreeable [toil]. Still, there is some indication of [the demon
stration]. When from the explanation a portion of it is provided and the sense is 
understood, then from that it is obvious that what is known from the given sciences 
cannot be in its rank, but the one who comprehends it, once he fully understand that 
idea, comes to be in a rank in which he himself sees with respect to [the sciences], 
totally opposed to all preceding beliefs about ultimate things that are not material. 
They are too sublime to be related to physical life; rather, they are states included 

amo~g t~e states of happiness [173], and so they are purified of the composition of 
phYSIcal !Ife and are aptly said to be divine states, which God (glorious and powerful 
IS He!) gIves to whomever of His servants He wishes. 

36. Likewise, I found the arrangement of the explanation in some places less 
than the perfect method, but the time was not adequate to replace it. I have relied 
upon you to do that, and this I have witnessed in you. So whatever is found in it of 
this s~rt, rearrange .the explanation more elegantly. God willing, may you take my 
place m that role WIth which I have entrusted you. 


